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REMARKS 

Upon entry of the ATuendmem, Claims 1-5 are pending. Claim 1 has been amended to 
more particularly point out the invention. The Applicant notes wiih appreciation ih^ acceptance 
of the drawings.^ Claiml has been amended to clarify the invention. It is respectfully submitted 
that upon entry of the amendment and consideration of the remarl^ below that the application is 
in condition for allowance. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 U-S.C, S 103 

Claim 1 has been rg'ected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raugan, et 
al„ U.S. Parent No. 6,158.833 ("ibe Rm^m et al patent")- It is respcctfuUy submitted that the 
Jlangaifi, et al. patent does not disclose ftom the invention, a^ recited in amended claim I. In 
pdrticular* claims l-S recite an image processing system which includes a video linking system 
which generates one or more linke* video files which are separate from the video content- It is 
respectfiilly subnutted that the Examiner has miscbaractenzed the Hangao et al patent. Perhaps 
the easiest way to explain the dififerences is during playback. In particular, in the present system, 
playback of the claimed linked video files will not display the video contrat since the linked 
video files are totally separate from the video contoit. The Rangan et al patent teaches a system 
in which the data stream is combined with the video stream for playback TAs previously 
described wift reference to Fig, I, this output {comMning iwH streams) is directed back to be 
viewed.- Rangau et al patent Col 10, lines 57 and 58). Thus, even though the Rangan et al 
patent teaches that a separate data stream is created, that data stream is combined with the video 
content daia stream for playback- As a result, ti^e system disclosed in the Rangan et al patent 
raises issues that are non-existent with the claimed isystem. Probably tiie ntost important 
difference is that copyright owners of dae video cornet view the process of combining the 4ata 

' Pajagr^sijs I ajjd 10 of Office Action Suxamwy refer to Fefc. 25, 2004, wbicb w *e fibng date of the Application. 
Tbe Ai^licant assumes tSbmi the Exmiiier ine^ tonrfer to die c)ate of ilie lasiTespc^ise, which was laauary 13, 
2006. The AppKcant wpuld dppTeraie ^ confrnn^tion (^ihis poim as well as a cas^Sipaaiion that sub^tutr 
speciScatum, iiuawled with that tesponse » has been accepted and entered. 
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str^mn with the video content data stream ^ an alteration of vidpo content and perhaps the video 
quality and for copyrighted video content are not likely to permit it- The claimed system allows 
playback of the otigiiuil video contmt independent of the d^t^ stFeam* As such> for copyrighted 
video content, the copyright owners are more likely to permit it- For all of the above reasons, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claim I. 

Claims 2 and 3 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Rangan, et al. patent, further in view of the Vidovic, U.S. Patent No. 3,878,557. Claims 2 and 3 
are dependent upon claim 1. The Rangan^ et al. patent has already been discussed. The Vidovic 
patent was cited for teaching a videotape recording apparatus which shows color frame pulses 
separated by 66 millohertz. The Vidovic patent otherwise does not disclose or suggest a video 
linKing system which generates video linlong files which are separate &om the video content as 
recited in the claims at iswe. For these reasons and the above reasons, the Examiner is 
re^^ectfidly requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 2 and 3. 

Claims 4 and S have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Rangan, et al, patent in view of Tolclu, U,S. Patent No. 6,549,643, Claims 4 and 5 are also 
dependent wpon claim L The Rangan, et al- patent has been discussed above- The Toklu patew 
was cited for teaching video summarization methods, but does not otherwise disclose a video 
linking system which generates Unlced video files which identify the frame and location within 
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the &ame of select^le pixel objects witbin eacb &ame. For these reasc^ and the above reasons, 
the Examiner is respectfully m^uested to reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 4 and 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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